Contributing to research on social processes of cultural de-hierchization, this 
Introduction
Since the mid-twentieth century, the literary fields of Western countries have undergone profound changes. The status of high arts has declined, and hierarchical distinctions within the literary field have eroded (Peterson & Kern, 1996; Collins, 2010) . Moreover, commercial pressures on publishers and authors have increased, new genres have emerged (Sapiro, 2003 (Sapiro, , 2010 Thompson, 2010; Verboord, 2011; Franssen & Kuipers, 2013) , and the issuing of literary awards has evolved into media spectacles (Street, 2005; English, 2005) . Also, one of the traditionally most influential institutions in the production of symbolic value (Van Rees, 1987; Janssen, 1997; Baumann, 2007) -literary criticism in elite newspapers -has seen transitions. Between 1955 and , the newspaper coverage of arts and culture in general, and literary books specifically, has expanded, become more diversified in form, become more international and has shifted its attention from highbrow culture to popular culture (Janssen et al., 2008 (Janssen et al., , 2011 Janssen, 2009; Kristensen, 2010 ). Yet, how do these developments come together? Are processes and practices of symbolic production changing under influence of commercial pressures? Previous work on the production of symbolic value has emphasized the collective nature of this endeavor (e.g. Van Rees & Dorleijn, 2001; Baumann, 2007 ), yet few studies have examined for the literary field how symbolic recognitions of authors by different institutional agents are linked to each other and how these relations evolve over time.
In this paper we analyze how critical recognition in elite newspapers is related to the recognition that authors receive from other agents in the literary field. Critics and editors operating in elite newspapers --defined as those newspapers that principally target higher educated social classes and whose coverage emphasizes political, economic, and cultural affairs -are influential agents in the symbolic production of culture (Van Rees, 1987; Shrum, 1991; Janssen, 1997; Baumann, 2007) . Mediating between semi-autonomous art worlds and
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audiences who rely upon media to inform themselves on the cultural goods on offer, newspaper critics and editors shape public opinions about the importance or "legitimacy" of cultural products (Bourdieu, 1980; Becker, 1982; Van Rees & Vermunt, 1996) . Thus, elite newspapers have an important role in establishing and disseminating what is considered "valuable" culture in society, ultimately affecting school curricula and ideas on cultural capital (Bourdieu, 1984; Van Rees, 1983; DiMaggio, 1991) . Previous work has highlighted how critics in elite newspapers function as gatekeepers by making first selections and evaluations from the large cultural supply (e.g. Van Rees, 1987; Shrum, 1991; Janssen, 1997; Curran, 2000) . Yet, while it has been argued that critics avoid deviations from the literary norm at a given moment (Van Rees, 1987; Janssen, 1997) , empirical research on how critics incorporate information from other institutional sources is still scarce-especially from a longitudinal perspective. Nevertheless, such enterprise would give us more insight in how the production and perception of cultural value have developed against the backdrop of wider societal and cultural changes (see DiMaggio, 1991) . For instance, the growth in omnivorous cultural participations has been associated with a decline of cultural authority (e.g. Peterson & Kern, 1996) . Determining the degree to which value attributions of literary critics and editors in elite newspapers overlap with those generated by other agents in the literary fieldboth"legitimate" ones (such as the literary encyclopedia entries written by literary scholars) and less legitimate ones (e.g. bestseller lists published by the book trade) -might thus elucidate whether and how cultural evaluations across relevant institutions diverge or converge over time.
Declining readerships and decreasing cultural authority may have changed the status of newspaper criticism as a legitimizing institution (e.g. Janssen et al., 2011) . This study starts from the assumption that symbolic recognition -defined here as the acceptance of widespread consensual beliefs on cultural value -is a collective construction of social reality in Institutional recognition in the transnational literary field which institutional agents, e.g. newspaper critics, play a leading role (Johnston et al., 2006) . Institutions, then, play a central role in legitimizing processes because they endow cultural products with value. Scholarship on processes of cultural legitimation and evaluation has employed various analytical strategies. Historical-sociological accounts (e.g. DiMaggio 1982; 1992) have highlighted the institutional basis of cultural capital by analyzing the trajectories of cultural institutions. Content analyses of texts produced by critics show how aesthetic and critical discourses shape and legitimate attributions of cultural value (e.g. Baumann, 2007; Kersten & Bielby, 2012) . Others have analyzed to what extent recognition in one institutional context meets with approval in others, thereby expressing consensual beliefs about cultural value (e.g. Allen & Lincoln, 2004; Verboord & Van Rees, 2009; Braden, 2009 ). This article follows the latter strategy.
Concretely, we are interested in the extent to which the evaluations by critics and editors operating in elite newspapers are in agreement with those generated by various other agents in the literary field, and whether this changes over time. For instance, to what extent does the increasing role of bestsellers (Thompson, 2010) manifest itself in the coverage given to different categories of literary authors? Moreover, we are interested in the extent to which authors deemed important in one national field meet with approval in other national contexts.
We employ a cross-national comparative design for several reasons. First, this allows us to identify how structures and mechanisms of symbolic value production are shaped by cultural and institutional contexts. Previous studies have shown that perspectives on arts and culture differ significantly across countries resulting in distinct practices of cultural consumption, production and policy (e.g. Lamont & Thévenot, 2000; Janssen et al., 2008) .
Similarly, media systems, including the position and role of newspapers, often vary crossnationally (e.g. Hallin & Mancini, 2004; Gripsrud & Weibull, 2010) . Most importantly, literary fields and the institutions therein tend to correspond with countries (or sometimes Institutional recognition in the transnational literary field language areas). At the same time, all national fields occupy a place in the "world republic of letters" (Casanova, 2004) . Thus: literary fields are not completely independent, but they share institutions and probably also ways of producing symbolic value. Moreover, many internationally known authors are read, discussed, and recognized (or not) in different national fields. Hence, comparing countries enables us to compare national fields and therefore validate analyses, but it also allows us to compare if symbolic recognition works in similar ways across national fields. We have selected four countries that each are part of the transnational literary field, yet vary greatly in size and international prestige of their national literary field and literary tradition: France, Germany, the Netherlands and the United States.
Our empirical analysis concerns a content analysis of eight elite newspapers from these four countries in 1955, 1975, 1995 and 2005 . For all fiction book authors found in four weeks of newspaper coverage, we retrieved information on the extent to which authors in these articles are recognized by other institutional agents in the literary field. Relying on cluster analysis, we show that in each year three author categories can be found in newspapers: unrecognized, contemporary prestigious, and historically prestigious authors.
This suggests that --despite the emphasis of many recent studies on changes --the structure of the literary field in terms of symbolic production has been quite stable since the 1950s.
Furthermore, our analysis of factors determining membership of these clusters points to the lasting importance of symbolic capital (writing "literature"), but also to the transnational character of institutional recognition.
Symbolic production in the literary field: changes over time
Although actors working in the domain of arts and culture often emphasize individual talents and accomplishments, the process of attributing and disseminating cultural value is ultimately a social process (e.g. Bourdieu, 1993; Becker, 1982 ). Bourdieu's (1993) field theory has been influential in detailing the multi-layered and relational structure of actors, institutions, and fields all competing to influence symbolic production based upon role and status ("space of positions") as well as actions and statements ("space of position-takings"). In this framework, it is cultural capital -the competences to understand and appreciate legitimated cultural content -that governs decisions on what is "valuable" or prestigious. The symbolic recognition of authors should thus be seen as the outcome of a social process (see also Griswold, 1987; Janssen, 1997 Janssen, , 1998 Sapiro, 2003; Craig & Dubois, 2010 ), but how variable or similar has this process been over time? And how has it been modified by the "commercial" or "popular" recognition of authors, or lack thereof, as indicated by, e.g., their sales figures or popularity among "common" readers? Whereas Bourdieu considered economic capital and symbolic capital irreconcilable until the amount of the latter was large enough to transform in it the former, this perspective seems to have become outdated.
Over time, the legitimacy of literary criticism and other cultural institutions is thought to have weakened due to social changes starting in the postwar period (DiMaggio, 1991; Janssen et al., 2011) . With the growing social mobility since the 1960s, the acquisition of the appropriate cultural capital relies less exclusively on the channels of higher education and socialization within dominant social classes. Consequently, ties between positions in the literary field (e.g. that of newspaper critic, literary scholar or publisher) and social positions ("space of habitus") have weakened (DiMaggio, 1991; Griswold, 2008) . This development can also be observed for patterns of cultural consumption which have become more individualized and less systematically tied to social backgrounds, making it more difficult for cultural producers and organizations to find their audiences (Bennett et al., 2009) . In a similar vein, the almost exclusive focus on "highbrow" arts in newspapers has been abandoned to create space for popular culture (Janssen et al., 2011) . At universities, the selection of most consecrated works what students like to read at the expense of "canonical" works (Verboord & Van Rees, 2009 ).
At the same time, artistic values seem to face stronger competition from market forces within cultural fields (e.g. Verboord, 2011) as well as in the media landscape (Gripsrud & Weibull, 2010; Hellman & Jaakkola, 2012) . What is more, the literary book trade has increasingly adopted a market logic that benefits larger publishing companies, "big books" that have commercial potential, and authors that have been successful early on in their career (Thompson, 2010; Childress, 2011; Franssen & Kuipers, 2013) .
Individual authors and institutional recognition
How do individual authors fit in wider patterns and processes of institutional recognition and cultural legitimation? The increasing emphasis on organizational contexts in recent scholarship on legitimation has tended to overlook the role of individual artists (authors).
Previous studies do, however, highlight the continuous importance of previous institutional recognition for an artists' chance of being considered worthy of inclusion in best-ever lists or encyclopedias later in one's career (e.g. Allen & Lincoln, 2004; Schmutz & Faupel, 2010; Braden, 2009) . Another line of research has demonstrated how cultural and social capital impact artists' current positions in the cultural field, thereby confirming Bourdieu's hypothesis that actors are positioned in social space in accordance with both their overall volume and relative composition of capital (Anheier & Gerhards, 1991; Anheier, Gerhards & Romo, 1995) .
More specific analyses of fiction book authors' careers have detailed how the 'space of positions' in the field is related to literary position-takings -not only their writing, but also side-activities, commitments to certain institutions, and engagement with particular social Institutional recognition in the transnational literary field themes (Van Rees & Vermunt, 1996; Janssen, 1998; Ekelund & Blom, 2002; Verboord, 2003; Craig & Dubois, 2010; Dubois & Francois, 2013) . Authors' status in the literary field tends to be larger when their activities or relationships accord with elements of literary culture that prominent institutional agents view as signs of distinction. In that sense, authors' practices are institutional by definition as they are continuously filtered through the prism of the dominant logics in the field at the time. Having said this, one cannot dismiss more structural featuressimilar to other social domains inequalities based upon, for instance, descent and gender are also part of the literary field (Tuchman & Fortin, 1984; Ekelund & Blom, 2002; Verboord, 2012) . Thus, we expect such structural features to affect individual authors' chances to achieve particular forms of institutional recognition. Our analysis will explore this by looking at three author characteristics for which we have information: genre (as an indicator of symbolic capital), gender (as a structural feature) and national background (as an indicator of an author's position in the transnational literary field).
Institutional recognition in the transnational literary field
There is a clear international dimension to artistic career trajectories and processes of symbolic production as cross-national comparisons of newspapers' art and culture coverage (Janssen et al., 2008; and publishers' selection criteria (Weber, 2000; Sapiro, 2010) , as well as studies of the literary world-system (Casanova, 2004; Moretti, 2013 ) have reminded us. Despite the consistency that institutional agents such as literary scholars, newspaper critics and award juries often show in value attribution to authors, the disparity in the status of national literatures makes it more difficult for authors of "small" languages to achieve large global literary reputations (Casanova, 2004) . This work accords with studies on translations (Heilbron, 1999; Franssen, 2014) and newspaper coverage of authors (Janssen, 2009 ).
Yet, a full-grown understanding of how institutional recognition works on a transnational scale is still in the making. The probably most famous study of symbolic value production in the international literary sphere to date, Pascale Casanova's (2004) France's cultural importance (Morrison & Compagnon, 2010) . However, it may well be true for the earlier years of our study (cf. Lamont, 1991; Sassoon, 2006) . In our analysis, we compare the two global centers, France and the United States, with each other, with Germany -that has a rich literary history yet without a geographical center such as Paris -and the Netherlands -that has a much more marginal position in the global literary field. While we expect considerable overlap between processes and patterns of institutional recognition in these four countries, we also assume that the centers of the literary world show specific dynamics. For instance, they may be more inwardly oriented than more peripheral literary fields (Heilbron, 1999; Janssen, 2009) . Moreover, the US, as the "rising center" of the transnational literary field, with a different historical trajectory, may be organized differently than the three European fields. However, as the prestige of the American field increases, European fields may increasingly adopt American logics. Of course, taking the perspective of authors also points to the importance of language areas: authors coming from relatively peripheral countries but writing in a widely spoken language have better chances to find global distribution (Heilbron, 1999; Sapiro, 2010) . In addition, linguistic areas often have transnational institutions. For instance, many literary awards are not confined to particular nationalities but to specific languages, and, in a similar vein, literary scholars -and their output -are frequently organized around languages rather than national literatures.
Method and data
To examine how value attributions to authors by newspapers critics and editors are related to those of other agents in the literary field we relied on existing data on the newspaper coverage For all identified authors we collected further information about their position or status in the literary field when the newspaper article was published. We focused on four different forms of recognition that an author may receive from various institutional agents in the literary field. First, we counted the number of words devoted to each author in encyclopedias published around the same time as the article. Encyclopedias are usually compiled by scholars and indicate long-term literary recognition or prestige (Verboord, 2003) . Although we aimed for encyclopedias published in the year of our sample newspapers, we were severely limited by the restricted choice in encyclopedias and thus sometimes had to use slightly older reference works (see Appendix A2). Since compilation of encyclopedias and lexicons is a task that takes up years, (cf. Van Rees, 1983; Rosengren, 1998) , and is relatively immune to contemporary criticism, we do not think this is a major problem.
Second, for all authors in the dataset, we counted the number of literary prizes they won in the twenty years before publication of the article.
iii We consider awards an indicator of short-term literary recognition or prestige (English, 2005) . We collected data on awards and prizes from the newspaper countries of our sample newspapers, from other countries in the same language area, international prizes open to all language areas (e.g. Nobel Prize for literature) and prizes from other dominant language areas such as Spanish, Italian, Portuguese, etc. In compiling these lists, we mainly relied on Internet sources (see Appendix A1).
Third, for each author we counted the number of books that made the bestseller lists in the ten years preceding publication of the newspaper article. We take this to indicate authors' commercial success (or 'popular recognition' in terms of Allen & Lincoln, 2004 Fourth, for each author/book we recorded the publisher and assessed its size and literary prestige. Publishers' size was established by counting how many authors/books published by a certain publisher were covered in the newspapers of the sample year (restricted to the home country of the publisher). Publishers' literary prestige was measured by counting the number of national literary prizes authors in the publisher's catalogue had won in the previous 10 years; and the number of Nobel prize winners of the past 20 years (to account for publishers specialized in foreign literature). We already had information on national literary prize winner information (see above). Data on publishers of Nobel laureates was collected additionally for each country.
All these indicators of institutional recognition are both longitudinal and crossnational. We have tried to optimize comparability by selecting, as much as possible, longrunning indicators that are similar across countries. However, the cross-national comparability of our data is difficult to standardize. While all legitimizing institutions exist in our sample countries (with the exception of bestseller lists in Europe in the 1950s), the position of the countries, and languages spoken in these countries, within the international literary field varied greatly (cf. Casanova, 2004; Heilbron, 1999) . We therefore distinguish between indicators which signal an international recognition versus indicators which reflect an author's recognition in a more restricted, local domain (either a specific national field or a specific language area). For literary awards and encyclopedias we chose to use language as a distinction key since many awards are organized by language area and many encyclopedias tend to pay more attention to authors writing in the encyclopedia's source language. This is not to say that distinguishing "global" or "international" from "local" recognition could not have been done (better) using nationality as the splitting criterion. However, for now restrictions of the data -for many countries we have (a) low numbers of authors, and (b) little information on awards and encyclopedias -render the present strategy more viable. Bestseller lists are arranged by country of the author. Finally, all this information about the recognition of authors was merged with the newspaper data (see Appendix A4 for details).
Results
To assess the relative importance of the four forms of institutional recognition, and how these forms of recognition are related, we performed a separate cluster analysis for each year (for all four countries). The analyses contain the amount of prizes won, the number of bestseller hits and the number of words in encyclopedias (all in domestic and international variants) and the size and prestige of the publisher. The former four variables were modeled as categorical variables; iv the latter four as continuous variables. Finally, we added dummy variable recording whether the author was alive at the time of publication. implying that the underlying structure of forms of recognition has not become more or less complex over time. This comes as somewhat of a surprise, since the proliferation of literary awards and the rise of bestseller lists are trends that have arguably changed the field (e.g. Thompson, 2010; Collins, 2010) . While these forms of institutional recognition have become more prominent, this has not led to the emergence of distinctive new patterns of recognition in newspapers' literary coverage.
All these findings suggest that the overall institutional logics underlying the selection/evaluation of fiction book authors in elite newspapers has not changed that much. Put in a longitudinal perspective, their domination edges out unrecognized authors rather than historical prestigious authors. Possibly this is due to an already quite evolved literary field (including many literary awards), in combination with the strong position of France in the transnational field, at that time.
Individual authors and institutional recognition
Having mapped the dominant ways institutional recognitions are structured across time, we now examine what author characteristics predict membership of these clusters. Thus, whereas our first analysis disclosed the space of positions of authors in the field (as attributed by institutions in the field), we next connect this to the space of habitus -the system of dispositions based upon capital and social background characteristics (Bourdieu, 1993 4-10; more than 10); Number of illustrations in article (three categories: 0; 1; more than 1).
We asked for a default two-dimensional solution. The total eigenvalue was 4.169 meaning that the analysis was only able to explain 4.16% of the total variance. The reliability of the first dimension was satisfactory (Cronbach's alpha=.789). Interpretation of this dimension shows a range from the traditional newspaper article (likely to be: a review article, about a product, positioned in general parts of the newspaper, written by unknown journalists or press agencies, not illustrated) to a more progressive format (likely to be: another type of article, having another subject than product, positioned in book section, written by newspaper journalists). Controlled for whether author writes in language of one of the newspapers or not. Table 2 shows For gender, the results are less decisive. Whilst the direction of the effects is uniformmale authors are more likely to belong to the more prestigious clusters -not all effects are significant, and differences occur between contemporary and historically prestigious authors.
In 1955, no differences existed between clusters in terms of gender distribution. Twenty years onward, the odds for male authors to be contemporary prestigious were considerably higher than for females, while for historical prestige the difference was negligible. But whereas the gap has been closing for the former, it has been widening for the latter. Traditional markers of symbolic capital and structural inequality thus still seem to impact how literary worth is attributed. This is true while taking into account that countries and form aspects of newspapers may differ. As such, the analysis also contributes to our understanding of cross-national variations. Clearly, European newspapers in general were more likely to devote attention to more prestigious clusters-in other words: European newspapers are more oriented towards "consecrated" authors. This confirms the findings of 
Conclusion and discussion
In recent years, the legitimacy of cultural institutions is thought to have weakened due to social changes starting in the postwar period (DiMaggio, 1991; Janssen et al., 2011) . While various explanations have been proposed --e.g. growing social mobility leading to more omnivorous taste patterns among audiences, decline of higher education, increasing commercialization in the arts (Peterson & Kern, 1996; Van Eijck & Knulst, 2005 ) --we argue that institutional consensus is among the prerequisites for cultural legitimation and, as such, worthwhile to study from a longitudinal perspective.
In this paper, we examined whether and how patterns and structures of institutional Unrecognized authors -those without any form of recognition -lose importance (from about three fifth to two fifth) at the gain of contemporary prestigious authors (from one fifth to almost two fifth).
These patterns differ significantly across countries, however. In general, the European countries show a much stronger connection to more highbrow forms of institutional recognition than the US. Throughout the period under investigation, American newspapers allocate more than half of their attention to authors with little or no institutional prestigeneither artistic nor commercial. This is in accordance with findings on national "cultural repertoires" (cf. Lamont and Thevenot, 2000) , suggesting that the US is generally less How institutional agents establish regimes of literary worth obviously affects the recognition individual authors may achieve. Therefore, the second part of our analysis consisted of assessing which types of authors were more likely to be considered for which type of recognition. We find that symbolic capital (writing "literature") remains important for recognition, though its peak appeared to have been in the 1970s. Foreign authors are more likely to fall in the category of prestigious authors than local authors. This confirms the existence of a transnational literary field in which institutions have consensual beliefs on the value of particular top authors. At the same time, we observe country differences as the US and France tend to pay relatively more attention to domestic authors, which seems to point at their importance in this global field. Since their literatures have high status within the cultural world-system (Casanova, 2004; Janssen, 2009) , these countries can afford to deviate slightly from the overall regime. An alternative interpretation would be that more domestic authors are being published in the US and France. However, inspection of the figures provided by Janssen (2009: 355) suggests that while this could be true for the US, the literary production in Germany is actually higher than in France.
In sum, literary fields in the studied countries -using elite newspaper as our baselineshow little divergence. Trends of commercialization, more omnivorous participation, or increasing institutional polarization are not very clearly reflected in the patterns of institutional recognition we find. Moreover, we find limited differences between national literary fields, although the US and -perhaps more surprisingly -France appear to be slightly more open or "democratic" in their attention to contemporary authors. Along with the stronger historical focus of German and Dutch newspapers, we tentatively interpret this as an effect of the position in the transnational literary field: newspapers in more central countries are more interested in "new" authors, whereas newspapers in less influential countries devote more attention to the "classics". However, elite newspapers in each country have continued to rely on the value attributions of other institutional agents in the literary field, in a manner which proves to be quite robust over time. Whether this is despite or because of the prominence of highbrow culture --such as literary fiction --has shrunk in elite newspapers (Janssen et al., 2011) remains to be seen.
There are some limitations to our study, of course, that need to be mentioned. Our choice to analyze a fifty year period comes at the price of not having all information available that would be ideal. For instance, we did not always have access to the complete content of the articles, and for authors from different origin countries than our four countries of focus, we did not consider local bestseller lists, encyclopedias, and literary awards. Also, for older, less famous authors it has proved difficult to find detailed data on careers (e.g. education as an indicator of cultural capital), institutional recognition or contacts with others in the field.
What is more, establishing trends requires a certain consistency in available measurements, but we acknowledge that cultural fields have evolved in the past fifty years (e.g. the proliferation of bestseller lists). Our results could be affected by such changes, albeit probably more for 1955 than for later years. Furthermore, like in most cultural fields, we ran into the issue of many individuals with few observations (and it was not possible to increase the sample size since we worked with existing (newspaper) data. Because of this problem many previous studies focused on artists who already had some form of success or recognition (e.g. Allen & Lincoln, 2004; Braden, 2009; Dubois & Francois, 2013) . While we see the merit of such approaches, at the same time we believe that our study of newspaper classifications makes an important contribution: it clearly unveils the role of the unrecognized in legitimation processes. Literary fields continue to be battlegrounds for recognition in which large portions of the participants remain relatively unnoticed yet are the reference groups to which the worthy are compared.
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Notes
i. The sampling method of the constructed week is a specific form of stratified sampling: every week day is represented equally, but not from the same weeks, to avoid bias towards particularities of one news week (Riffe et al., 1993) . So there might be a Monday edition from week one, a Tuesday edition from week five, etc. In our case, we constructed four weeks, one for each quarter of the year to account for seasonal biases. 
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